Studies of bear cognition are notably missing from the comparative record despite bears' large relative brain size and interesting status as generalist carnivores facing complex foraging challenges, but lacking complex social structures. We investigated the numerical abilities of three American black bears, Ursus Americanus, by presenting discrimination tasks on a touch-screen computer. One bear chose the larger of two arrays of dot stimuli, while two bears chose the smaller array of dots. On some trials, the relative number of dots was congruent with the relative total area of the two arrays. On other trials, number of dots was incongruent with area. All of the bears were above chance on trials of both types with static dots. Despite encountering greater difficulty with dots that moved within the arrays, one bear was able to discriminate numerically larger arrays of moving dots, and a subset of moving dots from within the larger array, even when area and number were incongruent. Thus, although the bears used area as a cue to guide their responses, they were also able to use number as a cue. The pattern of performance was similar to that found previously with monkeys, and suggests that bears may also show other forms of sophisticated quantitative abilities.
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Given that bears have the largest relative brain size of any carnivore (Gittleman 1986) even in comparison to other social species such as canines, about which there is a recent explosion of research (Miklósi et al. 2004; Hare 2007; Kubinyi et al. 2007) , it is surprising that there are few published reports of their cognitive abilities. Other than reports on visual and spatial abilities (Bacon & Burghardt 1976; Tarou 2003; Kelling et al. 2006; Dungl et al. 2008; Perdue et al. 2011) (Tomasello & Call 1997; Rosati et al. 2010) , and other carnivores, such as canines (Miklósi et al. 2004; Hare 2007; Kubinyi et al. 2007 ). This is a serious shortcoming in comparative psychology, and remedying this shortcoming could allow for better tests of the social intelligence (Jolly 1966; Humphrey 1976) and foraging hypotheses (Milton 1981 (Milton , 1988 . For instance, demonstrating that a nonsocial mammal that faces significant foraging challenges exhibits the same sorts of cognitive abilities as more social species within the same order may indicate that adaptive problems faced in the physical environment, such as with foraging, is a better predictor of these kinds of cognitive traits, than is social living.
There are many examples of nonsocial animals that face significant foraging problems and demonstrate impressive cognitive skills, such as tool use and observational learning. For example, octopi and cuttlefish have the capacity to make conditional discriminations (Hvorecny et al. 2007; Ikeda 2009 ). However, although these species also exhibit problem-solving behaviour similar to that of several vertebrate species, their strategies sometimes demonstrate fixed behavioural patterns, rather than significant behavioural flexibility (Fiorito et al. 1998 ; but also see Mather 2006). Interestingly, Mather (2006) assumed behavioural flexibility in part based on flexible prey choice, and this idea suggests that bears make an interesting test case for assessing such flexibility because bears show flexibility in their diet (Gittleman 1986) . Comparisons of closely related species, such as bears, to other carnivores that vary in their sociality and feeding regime, would be vastly informative with regard to hypotheses about the relative importance of sociality versus foraging demands. Unfortunately, the data with regard to cognitive abilities in carnivores, particularly in ursines and felines, is still too scarce to allow for many direct comparisons.
Clearly, however, it is useful, not only to make comparisons between species that are more closely related, as in the order Carnivora, but also to those species that are more distantly related,
